ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
One of the most interesting issues in Second Language Acquisition (SLA) is grammar, with conflicting views on how to teach it Celce-Murcia (1991) . Since attention has a crucial role in language learning, much of SLA research has centered on investigating what methods or what kinds of activities lead learners' attention to specific linguistic features. Some studies in focus on form paradigm (Doughty, 2001; Wong, 2003) concluded that directing learners' attention to form during meaning-oriented activities facilitates acquisition of both form and meaning in an integrated way. Moreover, most of these studies have focused on the target forms explicitly or implicitly and have confirmed that explicit instruction is more effective than implicit one in teaching grammatical structures (Fotos and Ellis, 1991) . In addition, it seems that all researchers are in agreement that no second language acquisition can happen without input. According to Van Patten and Cadierno (1993) , instruction should alter how language learners perceive and process input instead of changing how learners produce output because input is more likely to become intake in this way. Ellis (1997) also argues that manipulation of input is more effective in integration of intake into learners' implicit/declarative knowledge and its subsequent acquisition. Hence, the present study looked into how different explicit and implicit input-based approaches namely processing instruction (PI), consciousness-raising tasks (C-R), and textual input enhancement (TE) vary in promoting acquisition of the embedded "WH" questions by Iranian EFL learners. Even though this study conducted in a foreign language setting, the terms acquisition and learning were used interchangeably because as stated by Ellis (2008) , second language acquisition refers to the acquisition of any language after the acquisition of the mother tongue despite the role it plays in the community and conscious or subconscious processes involved in studying or picking it up.
Processing Instruction
Processing instruction (PI) is a new explicit form-focused instruction which was introduced to the world of second language acquisition by Van Patten (1996; . He developed this type of instruction based on his Input Processing Model Van Patten (1996) . According to this model, learners process input while they try to comprehend its message and use it to make form-meaning connections. This model offers a set of principles that explain the faulty strategies learners use to process L2 input. Sentence Location Principle is one of these principles according to which learners tend to process items in sentence initial position before those in final position and those in medial position (Van Patten, 1996) . The evidence for this principle strongly affirms that initial position is the most favored processing position (Rosa and O'Neill, 1998) . In fact, PI was developed to remove these faulty processing strategies. As VanPatten (2004) argues, PI is a new explicit instructional approach that tries to promote the creation of form-meaning connections by means of input-based activities that are task-essential in the sense that successful task completion requires connecting target forms and meanings in appropriate ways. Hence, PI aimed to improve the quality of the input received by learners so that the amount of intake would increase. According to Lee and Benati (2009) , in comparison to output-based instructions, PI helps learners to develop their internal linguistic system and to intervene language processing at input level. As VanPatten (2004) argues, along with altering the faulty processing strategies learners use in task comprehension, PI attempts to engage them in activities which have been manipulated to make language forms more salient. In this way, learners move toward more systematic processing instrument in order to acquire those forms.
Explicit grammatical explanation, information on processing strategies that may undesirably disturb learners' attention to the target linguistic feature during comprehension and structured input (SI) activities are three components of PI. Structured input activities are referential and affective input-based tasks that direct learners away from production. In these activities, input is manipulated in specific ways to force learners to rely on form to understand meaning (Neupane, 2009 ).
Studies on PI can be divided into different categories based on researchers' perspectives. One line of research has compared PI with traditional instruction (Benati et al., 2008; VanPatten and Uludag, 2011) . Despite different target structures used in these studies, their findings indicate that PI is more helpful than traditional instruction in teaching grammar because it has a straight effect on processing input by learners. Moreover, in most of the investigations reviewed in this line, traditional and PI groups performed almost the same on production tasks.
In another research paradigm, some other studies have compared PI with meaningful outputbased instruction (Lee and Benati, 2007; Han, 2013) . Results of these studies show that training via PI can transfer to output activities and PI is almost always superior to meaningful instruction in interpretation tasks. Moreover, other studies have focused on components of PI (Takimoto, 2007; Mardsen and Chen, 2011) . Findings of many studies in this paradigm confirm that structured input activities are the most significant variable responsible for effectiveness of PI and can change learners' developing system and even their output. Also, they indicate these activities provide opportunities for learners to process linguistic features more efficiently and their positive effects have been proved in different languages, processing principles, and assessment tasks. Therefore, based on this classification, the need for conducting studies that compare PI with other input-based instructions especially those which are not so explicit is sensed.
Consciousness-Raising
As Wong (2003) states, the term consciousness-raising (C-R) commonly means increasing awareness about something. However, in SLA field, this term was introduced by Sharwood Smith (1985) for the first time. They defined it as "external attempts to draw L2 learners' attention to formal properties of a target language" (p. 14). As a grammar instruction approach, C-R may be attributed to the work of Fotos and Ellis (1991) . They refer to C-R tasks as communicative activities that provide learners with grammatical problems to solve interactively and construct their own explicit grammar. These tasks are based on the theoretical underpinning that if learners know how a particular grammar structure works, they will be able to notice that structure in subsequent communicative input (Fotos, 1994) . According to Sugiharto (2006) , since awareness of specific grammatical structure at level of understanding is the main purpose these kinds of activities, learners are not required to produce them in communication spontaneously. As Ellis (1997) points out, C-R tasks have specific characteristics such as isolating specific linguistic features for focused attention, providing the data which illustrate them, and using intellectual effort by learners to understand and articulate the rule describing them. These tasks claimed to hold a middle-ground position on the continuum of grammar instruction approaches which starts with Zero approaches (no need for instruction) and ends with traditional grammar-based approaches (explicit instruction).
Within the last two decades, some studies have supported the need for language learners to be exposed to explicit use of the language through consciousness-raising tasks (Fotos and Ellis, 1991; Mohamed's, 2004; Takimoto, 2012) . Fotos and Ellis (1991) examined the effects of traditional instruction and C-R tasks on learning dative alternation by Japanese learners of English. Results revealed that both treatments had significant effect on improving the learners' scores on the immediate comprehension posttest. However, learners in the traditional instruction group were more successful in maintaining the significant effect of their instruction on delayed posttest. On the other hand, Mohamed's (2004) examined learners' perspectives of the effectiveness of deductive and inductive C-R tasks. The findings indicated that learners have no strong preference for a particular type of task over the other. They viewed the tasks to be useful in helping them to learn new knowledge about language. Takimoto (2012) compared the effects of C-R tasks with a more implicit approach namely input enhancement (IE) on the development of speech act of apology by Japanese university students. The results of the multiple-choice discourse completion task indicated that learners in the C-R group outperformed those in the IE group and the control group on both immediate and delayed posttests. As the literature reveals, since most of the investigations in this field have centered on certain linguistic features, the need for conducting more studies on different target forms is sensed. The main reason is that a C-R task which has been proved effective in helping the acquisition of one linguistic feature might not be effective when applied to other forms.
Textual Enhancement
Following the dissatisfaction with Krashen (1980) innatist model of SLA in promoting the accuracy of forms, Sharwood Smith (1991) proposed input enhancement as a theory-based approach created to draw L2 learners' attention to target linguistic features implicitly.
Theoretically, this approach is grounded in models of SLA that consider noticing of L2 input as a requirement for its further processing. Textual Enhancement (TE) is an input enhancement technique used to expand the saliency of the new target form(s) and as Leow (1997) asserts, it tries to draw learners' attention to linguistic features through typographical cues such as underlining, boldfacing, italicizing, capitalizing, highlighting, and changing the size or the font of the letters.
Findings of the studies on textual enhancement are controversial (Jourdenais et al., 1995; Leow, 1997; Hernandez, 2011) . Some of these studies have failed to find superiority of TE over other implicit or explicit instructions. Leow (1997) examined the effects of underlining and boldfacing as two textual enhancement techniques on processing impersonal imperative forms of Spanish verbs. In order to measure the subjects' intake of the target form, a short-answer comprehension task and a multiple-choice recognition task were used. Findings rejected the effects of TE on both comprehension and intake. Moreover, the results of the study done by Leow et al. (2003) revealed that TE had no significant effect on the amount of reported noticing and intake of the Spanish present subjunctive or present perfect form. It also had no superiority over unenhanced input for learners' comprehension of the reading passage.
On the contrary, many findings have proved the effectiveness of input enhancement on provoking noticing and acquisition of a particular linguistic feature (Shook, 1994; Jourdenais et al., 1995; Berent et al., 2008) . Shook (1994) carried out an experimental study measuring the relative effects of TE on intake of Spanish present perfect and relative pronouns. He used multiple-choice recognition and fill in the blank production tasks to measure the learners' intake. The results showed that the experimental groups scored higher than the control group on both tests. Berent et al. (2008) also proved the positive effect of textual enhancement on noticing and learning of grammatical structures. Since results of the studies on textual input enhancement have been somewhat inconsistent, further research is called for to elucidate the efficacy of this type of instruction especially in comparison with other kinds of input-based instructions.
Research Questions
The current study attempted to answer the following questions:
1. Is there any significant difference among the study groups (PI, C-R, TE, CO) in acquisition of the English embedded questions as measured by interpretation tasks over time?
2. Is there any significant difference among study groups (PI, C-R, TE, CO) in acquisition of the English embedded questions as measured by production tasks over time?
METHOD

Participants
Participants in this study were 119 male and female Persian speaking students with the mean age of 24.5 who were selected from one university in Iran. They were members of four intact classes enrolled in the general English course. It is noteworthy that 14 students were removed from the data because of their different proficiency level compared to that of other participants (preintermediate) measured by administering Cambridge proficiency test (PET) or due to knowledge of the target structure assessed through administering the pretest. Consequently, the classes were randomly assigned to PI, C-R, TE, and control groups.
Target Structure
Referring to the availability of processing resources, VanPatten (2004) proposed the Sentence Location Principle in his input processing model. According to this principle, the degree of saliency of elements depends on their position in the sentence and the medial position is the least favored processing position. As a result, English embedded "WH" questions were selected as the target linguistic features in the present research since in Persian language there is no difference between direct and non-direct questions, hence most of the learners invert the place of auxiliary and subject after "WH" question word. The probable reason for this problem is the medial position that escapes from proper processing.
Instructional Materials
Processing instruction package used in the present investigation drew inspiration from the penand-paper instructional package used by Lee and VanPatten (2003) . It consisted of non-paradigmatic grammatical explanation about English embedded questions, information about the sentence location strategy, and structured input activities. In order to design these activities, four short stories including samples of the target structure which matched the participants' language proficiency level were selected. Since moving from sentences to connected discourse is one of the purposes of PI, the stories were divided into separate sentences which were presented in different structured input activities. In these activities, learners had to interpret the target structure and no practice activity involved production (see Appendix A).
Moreover, Mohamed's (2004) model of indirect consciousness-raising tasks was followed in designing the C-R tasks because of its frequency of citation in the related literature. The same stories used in the PI package were used again as language data in this package and it was tried to isolate the target structure for focused attention in a three-column table. It consisted of correct and incorrect examples of the target structure and participants were supposed to compare the samples and explain why some of the samples were incorrect. Then they were supposed to construct an explicit rule for the target structure (see Appendix B).
The instructional package used in the textual input enhancement group included the same stories used in the other instructional groups, however the samples of the target structure were bolded and underlined. Participants in this group first received the stories without any enhancement followed by some multiple choice reading comprehension questions. Then, they received the enhanced input and some interpretation questions. In this way, it was tried to prevent comprehension of the passages make any hindrance in paying attention to the enhanced parts (see Appendix C).
Instruments
To measure acquisition of the target structure, a knowledge test including an interpretation and a production subtest was developed in three parallel forms (A, B, C) which were used as pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed posttest. The interpretation test consisted of 20 mini dialogs in which participants had to pay attention to both form and meaning to choose the correct item that was interpretation of the dialog content. Moreover, 5 dialogs including the direct questions were added as distractors to increase the reliability of this test. Students received 1 point for each correct response and 0 point for each incorrect one.
The production subtest consisted of 13 items (3 items were dedicated to the distractors). The items were in form of mini dialogues and incomplete summaries. Learners were supposed to complete them by using the offered verbs and adding some more elements based on the contents of the dialogs. Raw scores were calculated by giving 1 point to a fully correct answer, 0.25 point for using each element correctly, and zero point if all of the elements were used incorrectly.
An evaluation questionnaire (Takimoto, 2007) was also administered as a supplement to this study to examine whether the objectives of the instructional treatments had been achieved and how the instruction could be improved for upcoming use. It consisted of three close-ended and three open-ended questions. Participants were requested to respond to these questions on a scale of [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] with 1= not at all, 2= relatively, 3= neither, nor, 4= yes, and 5= very interesting/difficult/clearly. For open-ended questions, participants were supposed to write down the main points they learned in lessons, the things they liked and didn't like about the lessons.
All of the instructional packages and tests were reviewed by three Iranian EFL teachers. After the modifications suggested by them, they were also trialed on a sample of 20 students with characteristics similar to those of the actual participants which resulted in changing some of the ambiguous sentences. Moreover, in order to ensure the reliability of the tests, Cronbach's alpha test was run and the indexes were .84, .79, and .81 for different forms of the interpretation subtest (forms A, B, and C) and .88, .85, and .76 for forms A, B, and C of the production subtest.
Procedure
The study lasted for seven weeks including the time required for administering the assessment measures as well as the training sessions. The language proficiency test (Cambridge English: PET) was administered in the first session. The pretest was administered one week before the instructional treatment, the immediate posttest was administered in the last treatment session, and participants received the delayed posttest one month later. One week after the treatments, participants completed an evaluation questionnaire. Treatment took place over four class periods during which learners in each group were divided into small groups of four to five members to do the activities cooperatively. All groups also received implicit feedback in order to avoid providing them with incidental input including the target structure. In the control group instruction focused on development of reading comprehension skills with no reference to the embedded questions.
RESULTS
Results from the Interpretation Subtest
Results of a one-way ANOVA carried out on interpretation scores showed no significance difference among the mean scores of the groups regarding their ability to interpret English embedded questions before starting the treatment, F (3, 101) = 1.45, p > .05 (Table 1) . Table 2 ). The effect size (eta squared) for the instruction × time interaction effect, the main effect for time, and the main effect for type of instruction were computed and results were ŋ² = 0.71, ŋ² = 0.84, and ŋ² = 0.78 respectively indicated that the magnitudes of the differences were large enough to be really meaningful. Results of a series of Post-hoc Scheffe tests revealed that: (1) the treatments had significant effects on interpretation of the target form by instructional groups compared to the control group, and (2) there were significant differences among the groups (PI > C-R TE > CO).The tests revealed that the PI had a significantly higher mean interpretation test score than the other groups on the immediate posttest compared to the pretest (p < .05) and on the delayed posttest compared to the immediate posttest (p< .05). 
Results from the Production Subtest
Results of a one-way ANOVA performed on the pretest scores revealed no significant differences among the groups for production of the target structure, F (3, 101) = 1.14, p >.05 (Table   3) . Then, the pretest, the immediate posttest, and the delayed posttest scores were Submitted to a repeated-measures ANOVA and results showed significant main effects for instruction, F (3, 101) = 64.42, p = .000, time F (2, 101) = 80.78, p = .000, and instruction × time F (6, 201) = 30.09, p = .000 (Table 4 ). The eta squared figures (.65, .62, and .64) also suggested considerable effect sizes for the results. Moreover, results of Post-hoc Scheffe tests provided further support for the following contrasts: (1) the PI group performed significantly better than the other instructional groups on the immediate and the delayed posttests; (2) there were no statistically significant differences between the TE and the control group on the immediate (p = .074), and the delayed posttests (p = .085) and this shows that the effect of instruction was not significant for the TE group. Figure-2 . Interaction plot for instruction type and time for production of the embedded "WH" questions
Results from the Evaluation Questionnaire
Analysis of responses on this questionnaire offered insight into the participants' experience from a first-person, retrospective point of view. Table 5 summarizes responses on the close-ended questions (Q1-Q3) with the mean and standard deviation for each question and Table 6 shows the responses on the open ended questions (Q4-Q6). As the results show, for the PI group, the lessons were very interesting (Q1: M= 4.13) and easy to follow (Q2: M= 1.86). The target structure was comprehensible (Q3: M= 4.00) as well. For the C-R group, the lessons were neither interesting nor boring (Q1: M= 3.04) and neither difficult nor easy (Q2: M= 3.31). Additionally, the target structure was comprehensible for this group (Q3: M= 3.90). For the TE group, the lessons were not interesting at all (Q1: M= 1.67) and they were neither difficult nor easy to follow (Q2: M= 3.82). The target structure was neither comprehensible nor Analysis of the responses to Q5 reveals a decreasing degree of recalling the main points in the lessons by the groups: PI (83.3%), C-R (72.7%), and TE (39.2%). Responses to Q6 also confirm this point since only 25% of the participants in the TE group liked the target structure. For most of the learners in this group (71.45) stories were more interesting than the structures, whereas participants in the other groups didn't have this view. They liked the structure better than the stories (PI= 66.6% and C-R= 40.9%). These findings indicate that the three types of instruction were not equally effective in promoting acquisition of the embedded "WH" questions by the learners. Responses to Q7 show various views on the weaknesses of the lessons including monotony, no chance to produce language, limited feedback, and lack of explicit instruction.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to compare the effects of various input-based approaches on the acquisition of embedded questions. The results revealed that participants who received PI performed significantly better than those who received C-R tasks and TE on both interpretation posttests. C-R and TE were also effective in improving the learners' interpretation of the target structure but C-R group scored significantly higher than the TE group and the control group made no knowledge gain in this regard. The results of the post-hoc contrast tests showed that the significant effect of the instructional treatments in all of the instructional groups maintained from the immediate to the delayed posttest.
These findings support results of past studies which attested to the superiority of PI over other input-based instructions in interpretation tasks (Van Patten and Cadierno, 1993; Lee and Benati, 2007) . The significant effect of C-R tasks on interpretation of the target structure is in agreement with the findings obtained by some studies like those conducted by McNicoll and Lee (2011) and Sugiharto (2006) who confirmed the positive impacts of these approaches on enhancing learners' structural knowledge. These findings also support results of other input enhancement studies that showed the significant effects of TE techniques on recognizing the target structures (Wong, 2003) .
With regard to the second research questions, results revealed that both PI and C-R tasks were effective in improving production of the target structure by the learners and they maintained this effect through time. However, the mean scores of the PI group were significantly higher than the C-R group's mean scores on both immediate and delayed posttests. Moreover, findings indicated that exposure to the TE had no significant effect on learners' ability to produce the embedded "WH" questions and the control group had no knowledge gain in these tests as well.
What is also important about the results of the production test is that both PI and C-R groups did not practice the production of the target structure during the treatment at all. Hence, contrary to Swain's (1985) claim regarding the role of output in syntactic analyses of the language, PI and C-R were effective in making considerable change in learners' knowledge and it can be concluded that the effects of these kinds of instruction can be transferred to non-input tasks. According to VanPatten and Uludag (2011) , although output might undoubtedly be helpful and essential in the case of skill development, learners do not require producing language for its syntactic analysis.
Findings of this study are in contrast with results of the study done by Toth (2006) that showed PI was not more significant than other instructional approaches like input enhancement in fostering learners' interpretation and production of the target features. Perhaps the most likely explanation for the superiority of PI over C-R tasks and TE in the current study is that it provided explicit information on when embedded questions are used. Thus, it is possible that the provision of explicit information might have been enough for the learners to be able to improve in interpretation and performance of these questions.
The effectiveness of the C-R task in promoting the interpretation and production of the target structure is related to the point that this form of more explicit input enhancement induced the participants' attention to form in the input by exposing the students to awareness enhancement. In order to distinguish target structures, they compared the correct and incorrect samples they received. To do so, they were supposed to read the texts more deeply to find the correct forms of the incorrect samples presented in the table. It seemed clear that the students' awareness improved by doing so. It was observed that focus on discovery learning could improve the students' responsibility and autonomy because they themselves tried to make up the rules based on this comparison. Mohamed's (2004) also believes that C-R task can gradually lead to the learners' conscious attention to the linguistic features as they have more opportunities to be exposed to metalinguistic information related to those features and more autonomy to discover the rules.
Regarding the effect of TE on the production of the target structure, findings are in contrast with those of previous studies (White et al., 1991; White, 1998) that showed the positive effect of TE on producing target forms. Failure of the TE group in producing the embedded questions probably is related to its implicit nature and as Anderson (1983) stated, most of the L2 grammar is initially learnt through conscious study and application of the explicit rules. Some other scholars like Farley (2001) believed that implicit instruction fosters awareness at noticing level and this is not enough for making progress in production skills since they need awareness at the level of understanding.
In the light of findings of this study, it can be concluded that directing learners' attention to the formal characteristics of the target structures facilitates their learning. Apart from that, results indicate that explicit input-based instructions are beneficial in helping the learners notice the target structures and use them properly as a consequence. Therefore, these findings may provide EFL teachers with valuable insights as to the selection of the best and the most effective approaches in order to put across L2 target features. This study is limited in that the production test was restricted to sentence completion. Additionally, future studies are required to examine sentence location principle through different components of PI. On a related note, different structures that match with this principle should be examined through different input and output-based tasks. It would be pertinent for further investigations not only include other effective ways of delivering treatment, but also incorporate new exemplars in the posttests in order to determine whether PI, C-R, and TE instructions have a differential effect on learners' ability to generalize to new instances.
